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ABSTRACT 

This report is the result of an intensive analysis 
of five departments of geography in differing types of institutions: 
1) Dartmouth College, an undergraduate liberal arts institution; 2) 
Indiana University of Pennsylvania, a former teachers college; 3) San 
Fernando Valley State College, a large, rapidly growing institution 
with a large intake of junior college students; 4) Southern Illinois 
University (Carbondale) , an institution with an emerging doctoral 
program; and, 5) University of Minnesota, a large university with an 
all- degree program. The bulk of the report consists of descriptions, 
by chairmen of the departments, of the undergraduate majjr programs: 
degree requirements, faculty, facilities, courses, objectives, 
teaching load, student recruitment, advising. These descriptions 
present an idea of the diversity of geography in the United States in 
the fall of 1967, and set forth guidelines and a variety of 
suggestions which will be useful to any professional geographer who 
is concerned with undergraduate program. An effort has been made to 
report on the present state of the art and to refrain from value 
judgments on innovation. Seme of the salient differences and 
similarities between these departments are summarized in the 
introduction to the report and an appendix. (Author/JSB) 
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FOREWORD 



In the spring of 1967 the Commission on College Geography appointed 
a Panel on Program Inventory and Development to assist those geography 
departments which are dedicated to the improvement of their undergradu- 
ate programs. After conducting a preliminary survey of 45 departments in 
the United States, the Panel decided to make an intensive analysis of five 
departments of geography in five widely differing types of institutions. 

After an introduction which summarizes some of the salient similari- 
ties and differences between these departments, and relates them to infor- 
mation gained from the preliminary survey, the bulk of this report consists 
of descriptions of the undergraduate major programs in each department. 
These are not formal evaluative statements, which would have required 
enormous amounts of time and money for the collection of empirical data; 
they are simply descriptions by individual geographers who happen to be 
chairmen of the departments they describe. These descriptions do present 
a fair idea of the diversity of geography in the United States in the fall of 
1967, and they contain a remarkable variety of suggestions which will be 
useful to any professional geographer who is concerned with the improve- 
ment of content and instruction in undergraduate programs. 

The Panel expresses its appreciation to each chairman for the time 
he has taken from his other duties and devoted to the preparation of his 
statement, and for his willingness to permit his statement to be forced in- 
to the Procrustean bed of the Panel’s standardized format. The Editor 
expresses additional appreciation for the counsel of Robert H. T. Smith, 
for the infrastructural services provided by the Department of Geography 
at the University of Minnesota, and for the aid and assistance of Elaine 
Chadwick, Sharon Bullock, and Joanne Morris. 
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THE UNDERGRADUATE MAJOR PROGRAM IN GEOGRAPHY 

John Fraser Hart 

Introduction 

A concern for curricular revision and improvement is one of the 
hardiest and most ubiquitous perennials on the American educational scene. 
Among some educators, in fact, the passion for curricular revision has as- 
sumed the dimensions of a new quest for the Holy Grail; if only the perfect 
set of rules can be discovered, then all mortal ills will be healed, and Truth 
will Reign Supreme, 

Although geographers are not immune to this affliction, there are 
many reasons why no individual or group should presume to set forth an 
ideal, or even a recommended, program in geography. In the first place, 
each educational institution is unique. It has its own history, its own tra- 
ditions, and its own distributive requirements. The curriculum which is a 
resounding success at one institution could be a complete failure if trans- 
ferred lock, stock, and barrel to another. 

Secondly, an educational system must be dynamic , and the curriculum 
must reflect the changes which are taking place in the discipline. In a rap- 
idly growing discipline such as geography, the curricula of 1915 are just 
as outmoded as the deterministic geography of 1915. 

Thirdly, a curriculum normally lists only course titles, but a course 
title can mean all things to all men, and nothing to anyone. 

Fourthly, any published curriculum, especially one which bears the 
imprimatur of a national organization, tends to develop an aura of sacro- 
sanctity in the minds of many people. It may be adopted in tote , often des- 
pite the fact that some of its provisions are blatantly inappropriate to the 
local situation. Such a curriculum, which should be a goal for one depart- 
ment, and a point of departure for another, tends to become a lowest com- 
mon denominator for all. 

Finally, a concern with undergraduate major programs and curricula 
in geography may very well be completely irrelevant, because no system 
can be better than the people who are trying to make it work. An educational 
program can be improved only by providing more effective instruction and 
by attracting higher caliber students. 

Nevertheless, a good teacher ought to be able to do an even better job 
in an improved environment, and good students ought to be able to learn bet- 
ter under the right circumstances. In the belief that no human institution is 
so good that it cannot be improved, and that no geography department is so 
good that it cannot profit from the experience of others, this report has been 
prepared. 

A further justification, despite the caveats expressed above, is the 
fact that this is a time of rapid growth and change for many geography de- 
partments. Established departments which are expanding, and new depart- 
ments which are being created, have much to learn from the experience of 
others who have already been through the mill. Furthermore, the rapid 
growth of junior and community colleges, with attendant problems of trans- 
fer of credits, is a strong argument for greater standardization of curricula 
at state and national levels. 

This report is an attempt to share the experiences of many geog- 
raphers, working in many departments, who have been genuine 1 y concerned 
with the improvement of undergraduate instruction. A determined effort 
has been made throughout it to maintain an attitude of ambivalence, not of 
dogmatism, in setting forth guidelines which might be consulted by any 
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